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Abstract 
 This study examines whether people experience the effects of power that have been found in 
previous research. A total of 137 essays, written as part of a power-prime for another study, 
were screened for previously found effects of power, as well as effects power holders describe 
that have not yet been described in other research. Previous power-effects were defined as: 
disinhibited behavior, egoistic behavior, legitimizing thoughts, envy, distrust, control over 
others, control over oneself and lack of perspective taking. Results showed support for effects 
found in previous research, with the exception of perspective taking. However, all effects 
were found at a low intensity. New power-effects were defined as: responsibility for oneself, 
responsibility for others, accountability and specific emotions (anxiety, sadness, happiness 
and anger). Results showed support for these new effects. Furthermore, as a consequence of 
the first screening of the essays, three new effects of power were found: 1) guilt, 2) pride, and 
3) external attributions. Finally, a broad variety of situations in which power was described 
were identified. Results put power holders in a more human light, as effects of power might 
be more nuanced then implied in previous research. Furthermore, this study has implications 
for future research, as the mere use of writing essays as a power-prime might not be enough to 
grasp the experience of power and thus may lead to less thorough results. Therefore, future 
research should not only study effects of power, but also its intensity and focus on a broader 
set of situations in which one may experience power. Moreover, future research may study the 
new effects of power, shedding a new light on previous findings. 
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Power is in the Eye of the Holder: A Bottom-up Analysis of Power 
  Hierarchy, either formal or informal, is a phenomenon that is prevalent in every part of 
life (Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Blader & Chen, 2012). It starts in early childhood, in which a 
child is lower in hierarchy than teachers, it continues on in our social lives in which one has 
more status or power than the other within a group of friends and in our older years it still 
continues when we find our place within an organization. Hierarchy is similar to stratification, 
which is the horizontal “rank” that people occupy (Fiske, 2010). This from “top” to “bottom” 
ranking can be done across a valued dimension such as status, power, competence, 
attractiveness or age (Magee & Galinsky, 2008). Stratification helps individuals structure the 
world around them and thus prevents people from feeling uncertain (Hogg, 2001; Magee & 
Galinsky, 2008). An important construct in hierarchy is the notion that some individuals who 
are “higher up” in the hierarchy can have more power than individuals “lower” in the 
hierarchy.   
  Power is broadly defined as the asymmetric control over valued resources (Emerson, 
1962; Anderson, Keltner & Gruenfeld, 2003; Fiske, 2010; Anderson & Brion, 2014). This 
control over valued resources, gives a power holder the ability to influence (i.e. change other 
people’s beliefs and behaviors) (Hogg, 2001). The mentioning of ‘the ability to influence’ 
implies that power only exists in the eye of the beholder, because one needs others to find the 
resource valuable (Magee & Galinsky, 2008). In this sense, power may be better defined as 
“an individual’s relative capacity to influence others’ states by providing or withholding 
resources” (Anderson et al, 2003). It is important to state that resources do not only exist of 
tangible goods (e.g. money), but also exist of intangible goods (e.g. information or affection). 
 The predispositions for and the consequences of power have been studied broadly. 
Research on power has several methods of studying its consequences. One of these methods 
is to manipulate power (i.e. powerful versus powerless) by priming participants with power 
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(e.g. have participants recall a time in which they were powerful or powerless) (e.g. Galinsky, 
Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003). Most research formulates a theory and then tries to affirm this 
theory. This is referred to as a top-down theoretical perspective. This type of research has led 
to the previously mentioned definition of power and has found that, as this definition of power 
suggests, power is a situational variable, which has shown to lead to various behavioral, 
cognitive and emotional responses (Chen, Lee-Chai, & Bargh, 2001). Instead of this top-down 
theoretical perspective, the current research employs a bottom-up perspective on power by 
analyzing the stories participants have written as part of a power prime on phenomena 
(behavioral, cognitive and emotional). To what extent do people describe their experience of 
power according to theoretical principles? And what new effects can be found?   
Previous power-effects 
Power and Behavior 
 Research has shown that power can lead to a tendency to act (Galinsky et al., 2003). 
The definition of power suggest that those with power are less dependent on others for 
resources and therefore might experience less social constraint, in comparison to the 
powerless, who are dependent on others for these resources (Galinsky et al., 2003). This 
inclination to act can also be referred to as disinhibited behavior. An experiment conducted by 
Galinsky et al. (2003) showed that those primed with high power increased the tendency to 
remove a fan that was blowing in their face at such a proximity it was experienced as 
annoying (Galinsky et al., 2003). By removing the fan the annoying experience would be 
removed. The removing of the fan is an example of disinhibited behavior. In line with these 
findings, written essays that have been used as a power-prime will be screened for 
descriptions of disinhibited behavior. The finding that power leads to disinhibited behavior, 
suggests that power should also lead to more approach behavior. Power is assumed to activate 
the behavioral approach system (Keltner et al., 2003). This approach behavior was 
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demonstrated in an experiment by Galinsky et al. (2003), in which power holders took more 
from a commons dilemma. In a commons dilemma, one needs to decide how much of a good 
one will take for oneself, and how much one leaves of the goods for others (Brewer & 
Kramer, 1986). The finding that power holders take more for themselves in a commons 
dilemma shows a tendency for self-serving behavior (i.e. egoistic behavior). In line with these 
findings, the essays will be screened for description of instances in which the powerful place 
their own interests or that of one’s job-position above the interests of others. This leads to the 
following hypotheses. 
Hypothesis 1: Power holders will describe situations in which they take action 
originated from their power position.    
Hypothesis 2: Power holders will describe situations in which they act in a self-
serving manner (show egoistic behavior). 
Power and cognition 
According to the system-justification theory (Jost & Banaji, 1994) a justification 
motive exists that leads one to justify the status quo within a hierarchy. The motivation for 
defending and justifying the status quo within a hierarchy is done by both the powerful and 
the powerless (Jost & Hunyady, 2002). It has been found that one accepts the blame or 
responsibility for being in a powerless (disadvantageous) position by legitimizing the system 
in which one is operating (i.e. hierarchical structure (e.g., Lane, 1962; Miller & Porter, 1983; 
Jost & Banaji, 1994). In other words, the system justification theory suggests that legitimizing 
one’s position implies one also accepts the responsibility that comes with this position. A 
study by Lammers, Galinsky, Gordijn & Otten (2008) showed that legitimacy moderates the 
effects of power on, amongst other things, behavioral approach. Thus, a lack of legitimacy 
inhibits approach behavior. This is surprising, because past research implied that being 
powerful will automatically lead to more approach behavior (Keltner et al., 2003).  
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   It seems that Lammers et al (2008) have been one of the very few to have studied the 
link between legitimacy and the personal sense of power. Events that threaten the legitimacy 
of those in power destabilize social hierarchies (Keltner et al., 2003). As power holders are 
viewed and judged more often (Fiske, 1993; Galinsky, Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006), and 
are motivated to maintain their power (Anderson & Brion, 2014), it is expected that power 
holders need to somehow justify their possession of power in the sense that individuals need 
to have a sense of legitimacy. Legitimacy in this context can be defined as “feeling that one 
has the right to influence other individuals’ behaviors”. In line with the findings of Lammers 
et al. (2008) it is expected that individuals in the possession of power need to somehow justify 
their possession of power in the sense that individuals need to have a sense of legitimacy. It is 
expected that power holders will refer to the legitimacy of their actions and or power in either 
a direct or indirect way (e.g. “I have the right to do this”).  
 On the other hand, as power holders are less dependent on others than the powerless 
for the attainment of valuable resources, they do not need a comprehensive, nor an accurate 
understanding of others (Fiske, 1993; Galinsky et al., 2006). Followers evaluate the powerful 
more than followers are evaluated by the powerful (Galinsky et al., 2006). Moreover, in order 
to create a positive psychological distinction between oneself and those lower in power, 
power holders are prone to stereotyping and inaccurate inferences in a negative fashion (e.g. 
viewing a group of subordinates as incompetent) (Huici, 1984; Fiske, 1993; Keltner et al., 
2003). This may be defined as ‘envy’. It is therefore expected that power holders will not 
describe other people’s thought, beliefs or situations and if they do they will use descriptions 
of envy. This leads to the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 3: Power holders describe legitimizing thoughts and beliefs. 
Hypothesis 4a: Power holders will not describe other people’s thoughts, beliefs or 
situations. 
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Hypothesis 4b: Power holders will describe feelings of envy. 
 Power holders may justify their power position by claiming they are more deserving of 
their power than subordinates (Georgesen & Harris, 2006). Therefore, a power holder might 
not trust on the subordinates to work hard, or at least, work toward the same goals as the 
power holder. This has been demonstrated often by the use of deterrence by power holders 
(Mooijman et al., 2015). Moreover, power holders are motivated to maintain their power 
position (Anderson & Brion, 2014). Both phenomena are demonstrative of how power holders 
distrust the powerless. In line with the claim that power increases distrust toward others 
(Mooijman et al., 2015), it is expected that distrust toward others is described in the essays on 
power. This leads to the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 5: Power holders describe distrust toward others. 
  Moreover, power holders are motivated to maintain power. However, some 
individuals are also motivated to obtain power (Magee & Langner, 2008). This motivation for 
power is satisfied when one is able to influence other people’s behaviors or lives (Magee & 
Langner, 2008). However, power motivation can be divided into two separate components, 
personalized and socialized power motivation, respectively (Winter, 1973; Winter & Stewart, 
1978). Personalized power motivation can be defined as the “egoistic, and sometimes 
antisocial, desire to have influence over others for self-serving reasons” (McLelland & 
Wilsnack, 1972). Socialized power motivation can be defined as “the need to influence others 
for others’ benefits” (Winter, 1973; Winter & Stewart, 1978). In line with this distinction of 
power motivation, the essays are screened for the explicit description of control over others 
and control over oneself. This leads to the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 6a: Power holders explicitly describe whether and how they had control 
over others. 
Hypothesis 6b: Power holders explicitly describe whether and how they had control 
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over themselves. 
New power effects 
 In line with the distinction between personalized and socialized power motivation, 
individuals with a more personalized power motivation are concerned more with self-oriented 
goals (Chen et al., 2001). Moreover, it has been suggested that power holders with a 
socialized power motivation experience a sense of responsibility (Chen et al., 2001; Magee & 
Langner, 2008). These differences in individuals between a focus on self-oriented goals and 
other-oriented goals, is, in this study, defined as ‘responsibility for self’ and ‘responsibility for 
other’. This leads to the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 7a: Power holders describe feelings of responsibility for themselves. 
Hypothesis 7b: Power holders describe feelings of responsibility for others. 
   Power holders who experience feelings of responsibility for other individuals take into 
account that they can be held accountable for their actions (Chen et al., 2001). Especially 
within hierarchical structures (e.g. organizations), in which a power holder might still have to 
report to someone in a higher position, one might experience accountability.   Accountability 
can be defined as “the sense that one’s actions are personally identifiable and subject to the 
evaluation of others” (Keltner et al., 2003). When aware of accountability, individuals are 
more vigilant to other people’s views and interests (Chen et al., 2001; Keltner et al., 2003). In 
this study, it is expected that power holders describe feelings of accountability, when they 
also describe feelings of responsibility. Therefore responsibility is expected to function as a 
moderator for accountability. This leads to the following hypothesis:  
Hypothesis 8: When feelings of responsibility for others are described, feelings of 
accountability are also described.  
Interestingly, an experiment conducted by Fast & Chen (2009) showed that self-
affirmation leads to the reduction of feelings of incompetence experienced by a power holder 
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(Fast & Chen, 2009). Both the system-justification theory and the results by Fast & Chen 
(2009) suggest power holders engage in self-affirmation. Self-affirmation can be defined as 
explanations and rationalizations one tells oneself to explain ourselves, and the world, to 
ourselves, in order to maintain ones self-esteem (Steele, 1988). In other words, power holders 
are inclined to feel competent. These findings are in line with the results from Kipnis (1972), 
which showed that the possession of power facilitates a cognitive and perceptual system for 
justifying one’s use of power (Kipnis, 1972). For instance, power holders ascribed the 
behavior of others to their orders and influence (Kipnis, 1972). Therefore, in this study, it is 
expected that participant will have written down self-affirmations, justifying their actions. 
This leads to the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 10: Power holders will write down self-affirmations. 
Power and Emotions 
  Study has shown that “those lower in power have higher levels of negative moods, 
guilt and depression”, and those higher in power have lower levels of negative moods 
(Tiedens, Ellsworth, & Mesquita, 2000; Keltner et al., 2003). Therefore it is expected that 
those high in power have lower levels of negative affect (i.e. anxiety & sadness). In addition, 
study has shown that those higher in power experience more positive emotions (i.e. a higher 
baseline of positive mood), among which happiness (Watson & Clark, 1997; Keltner et al., 
2003). In fact, those high in power do not only experience more positive emotions, they also 
express more positive emotions  (Keltner et al., 2003). However, power holders are not only 
more likely to express positive affect. Those high in power also express more negative affect 
(i.e. anger), in response to negative outcomes (Tiedens et al., 2000). 
  All these emotional consequences of power are expected to be found in the essays. 
This leads to the following hypotheses:  
Hypothesis 10a: Power holders describe no or very low levels of anxiety. 
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Hypothesis 10b: Power holders describe no or very low levels of sadness. 
Hypothesis 10c: Power holders describe (high levels of) happiness. 
Hypothesis 10d: Power holders describe (high levels of) anger. 
Personal sense of power 
  The definition of power implies that power is merely about the control over resource 
and composed of an individual’s social position (Bugental, Blue & Cruscosa, 1989; Galinsky, 
Gruenfeld & Magee, 2003). However, power is also a psychological state; the personal sense 
of power. The personal sense of power, the perception of one’s ability to influence others, 
remains a subject that is understudied (Bacharach & Lawler, 1976; Anderson, John & Keltner, 
2012). One’s personal beliefs about power could shape the actual sense of power and thus 
might influence the powerholder’s actual influence over others (Mowday, 1978; Bugental & 
Lewis, 1999). Therefore, the essays are also analyzed for any phenomena, either behavioral, 
cognitive or emotional, that have not been found in previous (top-down) research. This leads 
to the following question: 
Do power holders describe phenomena (behavioral, cognitive and/or emotional) that 
have not yet been found in previous research? 
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Method 
Participants  
  The participants for this research were derived from other research performed by M. 
Mooijman MSc. and Prof. Dr. W. van Dijk. In their research on power, they used a method in 
which participants were asked to write about an instance in which one had experienced power 
(power prime essays). These essays, however, have only been used as a prime (e.g. Galinsky, 
Gruenfeld & Magee, 2003), but have never been analyzed. In this study, a total of 137 (n = 
137) essays were analyzed on the occurrence of phenomena described in earlier (top-down) 
research. The authors of these essays are unknown. Therefore no statements can be made 
about the participants. However, in order to obtain a better picture of the participants, the 
situations described in the written essays have been identified and categorized.  
Design and procedure 
  Essays, that were written in order to prime someone into a power-position, are 
analyzed. In such an essay, individuals are asked to write about the most recent event in 
which one experienced control or power over others (e.g. Galinsky et al., 2003) (appendix A). 
It is assumed that writing about an event in which one experienced power activates concepts 
associated with power (e.g. action tendency) (Galinsky et al., 2003). The participants that 
were derived from studies performed by  M. Mooijman MSc. and Prof. Dr. W. van Dijk were 
instructed as follows: 
First we would like you to describe a situation from your own life in which you were in 
charge of/had power over others. By this we mean a situation in which you had the 
opportunity to control others, lead others, judge others, or in which you were able to 
decide to which extent the other/others, got what they would like to have. Please 
describe how these events proceeded, how you felt, and what you were thinking while 
you were in charge of/had power over others. 
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  The essays were screened for the presence of main effects of power, as was found in 
previous (top-down) research (e.g. egoistic behavior, distrust, perspective taking). To ensure 
the judges were screening for the same effects, the effects have been given a definition based 
on articles in which the constructs were described (appendix B). 
  If a main effect was found (1 = effect is present), the variable was rated amongst a 7-
point Likert-scale (e.g. 1 = Takes very little perspective, 7 = Takes very much perspective). 
  The essays were also screened for any striking phenomena that have not been 
mentioned in previous research. If such a phenomena was found, it was added to the list of 
variables and all essays were screened again (appendix B). 
Analysis 
  In order to determine the inter-rater reliability of the analysis performed by both 
researchers, a Kappa statistic was calculated for all categorical variables (Viera & Garrett, 
2005). For interpretation of the Kappa statistic a rule of thumb was used, which divides inter-
rater agreement from ‘less than chance’ to ‘almost perfect’ (table 1) (Landis & Koch, 1977). 
Any categorical variable with a kappa-statistic above 0.20 (fair) was used for interpreting the 
data.  
  Furthermore, in order to determine the internal consistency of the interval variables, 
Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated. For interpretation of this statistic a rule of thumb was used, 
which divides the internal consistency from ‘unacceptable’ to ‘excellent’ (table 1) (George & 
Mallery, 2003). Variables with an alpha higher that 0.5 were used for interpretation. Even 
though an alpha-level of 0.5 has a poor level of internal consistency, variables with this alpha-
level were interpreted, as it can be seen as an acceptable level of reliability for this research 
(Schmitt, 1996; George & Mallery, 2003). Alpha is mostly used for measuring the reliability 
of a relationship between measures (in a test) and a true variable (Schmitt, 1996). It has been 
suggested that correlations between constructs are sometimes underestimated due to an 
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inadequate criterion, instead of an absence of a true relationship between these variables 
(Schmitt, 1996). Due to the fact that this research measures the reliability of short tests (each 
scale represents one construct), a lower level of alpha is acceptable and therefore used 
(Schmitt, 1996). 
Table 1 
   
    Divisions of Kappa and Alpha 
Kappa Agreement Alpha 
Internal 
Consistency 
< 0 Less than chance α < .5 Unacceptable 
.01 - .20 Slight 0.6 > α ≥ 0.5 Poor 
.21 - .40 Fair 0.7 > α ≥ 0.6 Questionable 
.41 - .60 Moderate 0.8 > α ≥ 0.7 Acceptable 
.61 - .80 Substantial 0.9 > α ≥ 0.8 Good 
>.80 Almost perfect α ≥ 0.9 Excellent 
Note. Adapted from "The measurement of observer agreement for 
categorical data." by J. Landis G. Koch, 1977,  Biometrics, 33, 165. 
& "SPSS for Windows step by step: A simple guide and reference" 
D. George and P. Mallery, 2003. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
 
  For further analysis percentages were calculated of the dichotomous variables, in order 
to see how often an effect was found within the dataset. To check whether these effects 
occurred significantly often (α = 0.05), a one-sample t-test was performed.  
  In addition, in order to get an indication of how intense the consequence of power 
occurred, the mean and standard deviation were calculated for the interval variables. The 
mean indicates where on the Likert-scale the average power holder scored with respect to the 
specific variable.  
POWER IS IN THE EYE OF THE HOLDER 14 
Results 
  Analyses focus on a total of 137 essays (n = 137) screened for the effects of power 
described from the view of a power holder. In these essays various situations were described 
in which one experienced power. These situations varied from babysitting (8.00%) to work 
situations (16.10%) to relationships (2.20%) (Table 2). There were also situations, which 
could not be categorized and were thus placed within the ‘other’-category (e.g. being the only 
one with a driver’s license). 
Table 2 
 
  Situations described in which one was powerful 
Situation % 
Babysitting 8.0 
Trainer / Coach / Leader Sports 10.2 
Trainer / Coach / Leader of Children 11.7 
Chairman / Chairwoman of a Committee 10.9 
Teaching School /University 8.0 
Workgroup leader 14.6 
Work situations 16.1 
Judging 5.1 
Other 13.1 
Relationships 2.2 
 
  After screening the essays by two judges, who screened the essays independently, 
Kappa’s were calculated for the dichotomous variables (e.g. presence of egoistic behavior) 
and alpha’s were calculated for the interval variables (e.g. rating of egoistic behavior). All 
variables showed Kappa’s higher than 0.20 (fair agreement) and Alpha’s higher than 0.50 
(Poor internal consistency) and were therefore used for statistical analysis (Table 3).  
  Furthermore, for al nominal variables the percentage in which a phenomenon occurred 
was calculated. In order to check whether this percentage was significantly different from 0, a 
one-sample t-test was also performed for all nominal variables. In this case, a significant t-
value indicates an effect was found within the written essays and therefore verifies the 
accompanying hypothesis. Also, the confidence intervals indicate whether the percentage in 
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which a phenomenon occurred, is likely to be found when this study is replicated. All effects 
for which the essays were screened occurred significantly often (p ≤ 0.01) and all percentages 
fell within the accompanying confidence interval. Table 3 gives an overview of all results of 
the analysis.  
  Lastly, Pearson product-moment correlations were calculated for all variables. Table 4 
gives an overview of these correlations.
Table 3 
         
          Overview of statistical analyses of the nominal and interval variables. 
 
                     95% CI 
Variable K α % M SD t (136) p LL UL 
Egoistic Behavior 0.38 0.56 32.1 2.91 1.27 8,02 0.00 0.24 0.40 
Perspective Taking 0.45 0.63 40.9 2.46 1.32 9,70 0.00 0.33 0.50 
Disinhibited 
Behavior 0.47 0.72 
62.0 3.40 1.45 14,91 0.00 0.54 0.70 
Distrust 0.49 0.94 10.9 2.47 1.46 4,09 0.00 0.06 0.16 
Control Others 0.45 0.70 78.8 3.44 1.54 22,51 0.00 0.72 0.86 
Control Self 0.38 0.58 42.3 2.72 1.18 9,99 0.00 0.34 0.51 
Responsibility Others 0.33 0.513 44.5 3.33 1.18 10,30 0.00 0.37 0.54 
Responsibility Self 0.24 1,00 12.4 2.63 1.09 4,39 0.00 0.07 0.18 
Accountability 0.44 0.70 34.3 2.87 1.38 8,43 0.00 0.26 0.42 
Legitimacy 0.46 0.75 36.5 3.38 1.60 8,84 0.00 0.28 0.45 
Self-affirmation 0.50 0.54 39.4 2.98 1.17 9,41 0.00 0.31 0.48 
Happiness 0.79 0.81 45.0 3.57 1.40 10,76 0.00 0.38 0.54 
Anxiety 0.86 0.54 38.0 3.15 1.29 9,12 0.00 0.30 0.46 
Anger 0.53 0.74 4.4 3.33 1.75 2,50 0.01 0.01 0.08 
Envy 0.59 0.80 16.8 3.00 1.35 5,24 0.00 0.10 0.23 
Sadness 0.59 0.72 4.4 2.50 0.84 2,50 0.01 0.01 0.08 
Guilt 0.69 0.92 13.1 3.47 1.68 4,54 0.00 0.07 0.19 
External Attribution 0.56 0.74 35.8 2.49 1.30 8,70 0.00 0.28 0.44 
Pride 0.68 0.89 21.2 3.45 1.76 6,04 0.00 0.14 0.28 
Note. N = 137. K = Cohen’s Kappa. CI = Confidence Interval. LL = Lower limit. UL = Upper Limit.  
    
  
Table 4 
                  
                    Correlations between nominal powervariables 
               Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1 
Egoistic 
Behavior 
-- 
                 
2 
Perspective 
Taking 
-0.10 -- 
                
3 
Disinhibited 
Behavior 
0.25
**
 -0.18* -- 
               
4 Distrust 0.11 -0.01 0.18* -- 
              
5 Control Others 0.17 0.03 0.22** 0.07 -- 
             
6 Control Self 0.30** 0.10 0.15 0.08 0.26** -- 
            
7 
Responsibility 
Others 
-0.18* 0.22* -0.01 -0.08 -0.14 -0.07 -- 
           
8 
Responsibility 
Self 
0.03 0.05 0.11 0.22** -0.02 0.08 0.06 -- 
          
9 Accountability 0.03 0.12 -0.07 0.14 -0.04 0.10 -0.01 0.05 -- 
         
10 Legitimacy 0.06 0.05 0.16 0.12 0.13 0.03 -0.02 0.13 0.03 -- 
        
11 Self-affirmation 0.15 0.06 0.23** 0.10 0.09 0.10 -0.04 0.10 0.05 0.32** -- 
       
12 Happiness 0.06 -0.20* 0.09 -0.14 0.12 0.04 -0.04 -0.08 -0.11 0.18* 0.16 -- 
      
13 Anxiety -0.09 0.08 -0.07 0.02 0.07 0.18* 0.01 0.12 0.35** 0.00 -0.14 
-
0.03 
-- 
     
14 Anger 0.08 -0.11 0.17 -0.08 0.11 -0.04 -0.05 -0.08 0.07 -0.01 -0.17* 0.02 0.13 -- 
    
15 Envy 0.24** -0.14 0.11 0.22* -0.01 0.05 -0.17 0.07 -0.04 0.23** -0.00 0.06 0.05 0.19* -- 
   
16 Sadness 0.01 0.04 -0.13 0.15 0.02 0.03 -0.19* 0.03 0.07 -0.09 -0.10 0.09 0.20* 0.13 0.10 -- 
  
17 Guilt 0.10 0.07 -0.01 0.07 0.10 0.02 -0.13 -0.02 0.08 0.02 -0.00 
-
0.01 
-0.04 0.02 0.11 0.13 -- 
 
18 
External 
Attribution 
-0.16 0.15 -0.01 0.08 0.05 -0.02 0.14 0.18* 0.07 0.13 0.05 0.05 0.26** -0.01 0.11 0.06 0.12 -- 
19 Pride -0.09 -0.07 0.04 -0.07 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.13 0.17 0.07 0.06 -0.09 -0.02 -0.10 -0.01 
Note. **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).                    
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Previous power-effects 
Power and Behavior 
Hypothesis 1:  Power holders will describe situations in which they take action 
originated from their power position.   
  This hypothesis was operationalized as ‘disinhibited behavior’. A moderate agreement 
and an acceptable internal consistency were found for this variable (K = 0.47, α = 0.72). In 
62.0% of the essays disinhibited behavior was described. This effect was found to be 
significant (t (136) = 14,91, p = < 0.01). Thus, the hypothesis was supported. The intensity in 
which disinhibited behavior occurred was below moderate (M = 3.40, SD = 1.45). 
  Disinhibited behavior correlated significantly with ‘egoistic behavior’ (r = 0.25, p < 
0.01), ‘perspective taking’ (r = - 0.18, p <0.05), ‘distrust’ (r = 0.18, p < 0.05), ‘control others’ 
(i.e. feeling of being able to control other people’s outcomes) (r = 0.22, p < 0.05), and with 
‘self-affirmation’ (r = 0.23, p < 0.05). The correlation with ‘anger’ was marginally significant 
(r = 0.17, p = 0.051). Moreover, no significant negative correlations were found for 
‘responsibility others’ (i.e. feeling responsibility for other people and/or their outcomes) (r = -
0.01, p = 0.77), ‘accountability’ (r = 0.07, p = 0.43), and ‘anxiety’ (r  = -0.07, p = 0.42), even 
though they were expected. Furthermore, expected positive correlations with ‘control self’ (r 
= 0.15, p = 0.08) and ‘legitimacy’ (r = 0.16, p = 0.07), were not found. 
Hypothesis 2: Power holders will describe situations in which they act in a self-
serving manner. 
  This hypothesis was operationalized as ‘egoistic behavior’. A fair agreement and a 
poor internal consistency were found for this variable (K = 0.38, α = 0.56). In 32.1% of the 
essays egoistic behavior was described. This effect was found to be significant (t (136) = 
8.02, p < 0.01). Thus, the hypothesis was supported, but the intensity in which egoistic 
behavior occurred was relatively low (M = 2.91, SD = 1.27).  
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  Egoistic behavior correlated significantly with ‘disinhibited behavior’ (r = 0.25, p < 
0.01), ‘control self’ (r = 0.30, p < 0.01),  ‘responsibility others’ (r = -0.18, p < 0.05) and 
‘envy’ (r = 0.24, p < 0.01). Moreover, no negative correlations were found for ‘perspective 
taking’ (r = -0.10, p = 0.27), ‘accountability’ (r = 0.03, p = 0.73), even though they were 
expected. Furthermore, expected correlations with ‘legitimacy’ (r = 0.06, p = 0.46) and 
‘happiness’ (r = 0.06, p = 0.52), were not found. 
Power and cognition 
  Hypothesis 3: Power holders describe legitimizing thoughts and beliefs. 
  This hypothesis was operationalized as ‘legitimacy’. A moderate agreement and an 
acceptable internal consistency were found for this variable (K = 0.46, α = 0.75). The variable 
was found significantly often (36.5%) in the essays (t (136) = 8.84, p < 0.01), but had a fairly 
low intensity (M = 3.38, SD = 1.60). Thus, support for the hypothesis was found. 
  Legitimacy correlated positively significant with ‘self-affirmation’ (r = 0.32, p < 0.01), 
‘happiness’ (r = 0.18, p < 0.05), and ‘envy’ (r = 0.23, p < 0.01). A negative correlation was 
expected for ‘sadness’ (r = -0.10, p = 0.31), but was not found. 
  Hypothesis 4a: Power holders will not describe other people’s thoughts, beliefs or
 situations. 
  Hypothesis 4b: Power holders will describe feelings of envy.  
  Hypothesis 4a was operationalized as ‘perspective taking’. A moderate agreement and 
a questionable internal agreement were found for this variable (K = 0.45, α = 0.63). 
Perspective taking was described in 40.9% of the essays. This percentage was found to be a 
significant (t (136) = 9.70, p < 0.01), with a poor intensity (M = 2.46, SD = 1.32). Thus, 
hypothesis 4a was not supported. 
  A moderate agreement and a good internal consistency were found for ‘envy’ (K = 
0.59, α = 0.80). Envy occurred in 16.8% of the essays, and was found to be significant with a 
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fairly low intensity (t (136) = 5.24, p < 0.01, M = 3.00, SD = 1.35). Thus, hypothesis 4b was 
supported. 
  Perspective taking correlated negatively with ‘disinhibited behavior’ (r = -0.18, p < 
0.05), and with ‘happiness’ (r = -0.20, p < 0.05). Perspective taking correlated positively with 
‘responsibility others’ (r = 0.22, p < 0.05). No negative correlation was found for ‘distrust’ (r 
= -0.01, p = 0.94), ‘anger’ (r = 0.11, p = 0.22).  
  Envy showed a positive correlation with ‘egoistic behavior’ (r = 0.24, p < 0.01), 
‘distrust’ (r = 0.22, p < 0.05), ‘legitimacy’ (r = 0.23, p < 0.01), and ‘anger’ (r = 0.19, p < 
0.05). No significant negative correlation was found between ‘perspective taking’ and ‘envy’ 
(r = -0.14, p = 0.12).  
  Hypothesis 5: Power holders describe distrust toward others. 
  A moderate agreement and a good internal consistency were found for ‘distrust’  (K = 
0.49, α = 0.80). In 10.9% of the essays distrust was described and this differed significantly 
from zero (t (136) = 4.09, p < 0.01), and thus support for the hypothesis was found. The 
intensity in which distrust occurred was poor (M = 2.47, SD = 1.46). 
  Distrust showed a positive correlation with disinhibited behavior  (r = 0.18, p < 0.05), 
‘responsibility self’ (r = 0.22, p < 0.01), and ‘envy’ (r = 0.22, p < 0.05).  
  Hypothesis 6a: Power holders explicitly describe whether and how they had control
 over others. 
  A moderate agreement and an acceptable internal consistency were found for ‘control 
others’ (K = 0.45, α = 0.70). In 78.8% of the essays power holders described having power 
over others. The phenomenon occurred significantly often in a fair intensity (t (136) = 22.51, 
p < 0.01, M = 3.44, SD = 1.54). Thus, the hypothesis was supported. An expected negative 
correlation with ‘perspective taking’ was not found (r = -0.01, p = 0.94). 
  Hypothesis 6b: Power holders explicitly describe whether and how they had control
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 over themselves. 
  A fair agreement and a poor internal consistency was found for ‘control self’ (K = 
0.38, α = 0.58). Control over one’s own outcomes was described significantly often in a total 
of 42.3% of the essays, with a fair intensity (t (136) = 9.99, p < 0.01, M = 2.72, SD = 1.18). 
Thus, the hypothesis was supported. 
  Significant positive correlations for ‘control self’ were found with ‘egoistic behavior’ 
(r = 0.30, p < 0.01), ‘control others’ (r = 0.26, p < 0.01), and ‘anxiety’ (r = 0.18, p < 0.05). 
Expected positive correlations between ‘control self’ and ‘disinhibited behavior’ (r = 0.15, p 
< 0.075), ‘responsibility self’ (r = 0.08, p = 0.35), ‘legitimacy’ (r = 0.03, p = 0.35) and 
‘happiness’ (r = 0.04, p = 0.65).   
New power-effects 
  Hypothesis 7a: Power holders describe feelings of responsibility for themselves. 
  A fair agreement and an excellent internal consistency was found for ‘responsibility 
self’ (K = 0.24, α = 1.00). In 12.4% of the essays feelings of responsibility for oneself was 
described significantly often (t (136) = 4.39, p < 0.01). Thus, the hypothesis was supported. 
This responsibility occurred in a fair intensity (M = 2.63, SD = 1.09). 
  A positive correlation for ‘responsibility self’ with ‘distrust’ (r = 0.22, p < 0.01) was 
found. An expected correlation with ‘control self’ (r = 0.08, p = 0.35) was not found.
 Hypothesis 7b: Power holders describe feelings of responsibility for others. 
  A fair agreement and a poor internal consistency was found for ‘responsibility others’ 
(K = 0.33, α = 0.51). Responsibility over others was described significantly often in 44.5% of 
the essays and this responsibility was fairly intense (t (136) = 10.30, p < 0.01, M = 3.33, SD = 
1.18). Thus, the hypothesis was supported. 
  Responsibility over others correlates positively with ‘perspective taking’ (r = 0.22, p < 
0.05), and negatively with ‘egoistic behavior’ (r = -0.18, p < 0.05), and ‘sadness’ (r = -0.19, p 
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< 0.05). Furthermore, a marginally significant negative correlation with ‘envy’ was found (r = 
-0.17, p = 0.52). An expected positive correlation with ‘control others’ was not found (r = -
0.15, p = 0.09).  
  Hypothesis 8: When feelings of responsibility for others are described, feelings of
 accountability are also described. 
  A moderate agreement and an acceptable internal consistency was found 
for‘accountability’ (K = 0.44, α = 0.70). In 34.3% of the essays ‘accountability’ occurred 
with a fair intensity at a significant level (t (136) = 8.43, p < 0.01, M = 2.87, SD = 1.38). 
  The expected positive correlation between ‘responsibility others’ and ‘accountability’ 
was not found (r = 0.00, p = 0.98). Accountability does correlate with ‘anxiety’  (r = 0.35, p < 
0.01). Thus, the hypothesis was not supported.  
  Hypothesis 9: Power holders will write down self-affirmations. 
  A moderate agreement and a poor internal consistency were found for this variable (K 
= 0.50, α = 0.54). This phenomenon occurred in 39.4% of the essays and was found to be 
significant (t (136) = 9.41, p < 0.01). The hypothesis was supported, however, the intensity in 
which self-affirmation occurred was relatively low (M =2.98, SD = 1.17). 
  Self-affirmation correlated positively significant with ‘disinhibited behavior’ (r = 
0.23, p < 0.01), and ‘Legitimacy’ (r = 0.32, p < 0.01). Furthermore, a significant negative 
correlation was found for ‘anger’  (r = -0.17, p < 0.01). Moreover, no negative correlations 
were found for anxiety’ (r = -0.14, p = 0.11), and ‘sadness’  (r = -0.10, p = 0.25), even though 
they were expected. Furthermore, an expected correlation with ‘happiness’ (r = 0.16, p = 
0.07), was not found.  
Power and Emotions 
  Hypothesis 10a: Power holders describe no or very low levels of anxiety. 
  A very good agreement and a poor internal consistency were found for ‘anxiety’ (K = 
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0.86, α = 0.54). Feelings of anxiety were described significantly often in 38.0% of the essays 
with a fair intensity (t (136) = 9.12, p < 0.01, M = 3.15, SD = 1.29). Thus, the hypothesis was 
not supported, as anxiety did occur in the essays at a fair intensity instead of not at all or at 
low levels. 
  Anxiety correlates positively with ‘control self’ (r = 0.18, p < 0.05), ‘accountability’  
(r = 0.35, p < 0.01), and ‘sadness’  (r = 0.20, p < 0.05). Expected negative correlation with 
‘disinhibited behavior’ was not found  (r = -0.07, p = 0.42).  
  Hypothesis 10b: Power holders describe no or very low levels of sadness. 
  A moderate agreement and an acceptable internal consistency were found for 
‘sadness’ (K = 0.59, α = 0.72). Feelings of sadness were described significantly often in 4.4% 
of the essays at a poor intensity (t (136) = 2.50, p = 0.01, M = 2.50, SD = 0.84).  Thus, the 
hypothesis was supported, as low levels were found. 
  Sadness correlates negatively with ‘control self’ (r = -0.19, p < 0.05), and positively 
with ‘anxiety’ (r = 0.20, p < 0.05). An expected negative correlation with ‘happiness’ was not 
found (r = 0.89, p = 0.30). 
  Hypothesis 10c: Power holders describe (high levels of) happiness. 
  A substantial agreement and a good internal consistency were found for ‘happiness’ 
(K = 0.79, α = 0.81). A total of 45% of the essays described feelings of happiness. This 
phenomenon occurred significantly often at a moderate intensity (t (136) = 10.76, p < 0.01, M 
= 3.57, SD = 1.40). Thus, support for the hypothesis was found. 
  Happiness was found to correlate negatively with ‘perspective taking’ (r = -0.20, p < 
0.05), and positively with ‘legitimacy’ (r = 0.18, p < 0.05). Expected positive correlations 
with ‘control self’ (r = 0.04, p = 0.65), and ‘self-affirmation’ (r = 0.15, p = 0.07) were not 
found. Expected negative correlations with ‘distrust’ (r = -0.14, p = 0.11), ‘accountability’ (r 
= -0.11, p = 0.20), ‘anxiety’ (r = -0.03, p = 0.75), and ‘sadness’ (r = 0.09, p = 0.30) were not 
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found. 
  Hypothesis 10d: Power holders describe (high levels of) anger. 
  A moderate agreement and an acceptable internal consistency were found for ‘anger’ 
(K = 0.53, α = 0.74). In 4.4% of the essays feelings of anger were described. Anger occurred 
significantly often at a fair intensity (t (136) = 2.50, p = 0.01, M = 3.33, SD = 1.75). Thus, the 
hypothesis was supported. 
  Anger showed a negative correlation with ‘self-affirmation’  (r = -0.17, p < 0.05), and 
a positive correlation with ‘envy’  (r = 0.19, p < 0.05). An expected negative correlation with 
‘control others’ was not found  (r = 0.11, p = 0.20). 
Personal sense of power 
Do power holders describe phenomena (behavioral, cognitive and/or emotional) that 
have not yet been found in previous research? 
  In the course of screening the essays, three phenomenon that struck; 1) guilt, 2) pride, 
and 3) external attribution. The essays were all screened again for these phenomena. 
  A substantial agreement and an excellent internal consistency were found for ‘guilt’ (K 
= 0.69, α = 0.92). In 13.1% feelings of guilt were described. Guilt occurred significantly often 
at a fair intensity (t (136) = 4.54, p < 0.01, M = 3.47, SD = 1.68). Guilt correlated with none 
of the other variables.  
  A substantial agreement and a good internal consistency were found for ‘pride’ (K = 
0.68, α = 0.89). Feelings of pride were described in 21.2% of the essays. Pride was described 
significantly often at a moderate intensity (t (136) = 6.04, p < 0.01, M = 3.45, SD = 1.76). 
 Pride correlated with none of the other variables. 
  A moderate agreement and an acceptable level of consistency were found for ‘external 
attribution’ (K = 0.56, α = 0.74). In 35.8% of the essays, power holders described external 
causes for their use of their power significantly often at a poor to fair intensity (t (136) = 8.70, 
POWER IS IN THE EYE OF THE HOLDER 25 
p < 0.01, M = 2.49, SD = 1.30). 
  External attribution showed a significant positive correlation with ‘responsibility self’  
(r = 0.18, p < 0.05), and ‘anxiety’  (r = 0.26, p < 0.01). External attribution was expected to 
correlate negatively with ‘control others’  (r = 0.05, p = 0.55), and ‘legitimacy’  (r = 0.13, p < 
0.13), but these correlations were not found. 
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Discussion 
Previous Power Effects 
 Power and Behavior 
  Several studies have shown that the possession of power leads to an inclination to act 
(disinhibited behavior) (Galinsky et al., 2003). This inclination to act is primarily approach 
behavior, such as taking more from a commons dilemma (Brewer & Kramer, 1986; Keltner et 
al., 2003). This type of behavior, in which an individual acts in a self-serving manner (due to 
the activation of behavioral approach system), can be referred to as egoistic behavior (Keltner 
et al., 2003). 
  In line with this this theory, two hypotheses were drawn up. The first hypothesis stated 
that individuals with power would describe situations in which they would take action 
originated from their powerful position. In this study, support for this hypothesis was found.
 The described disinhibited behavior was not very extreme, as most of these behaviors 
were rated between 3 and 4 on the 7-point Likert-scale. An example of disinhibited behavior 
that represents the essays is the division of tasks by the powerful individual.  
  Disinhibited behavior correlated with distrust toward others. This might be explained 
by the fact that those higher in power feel more threatened by others, because the powerful 
have a tendency to think that others want their position of power, and that others might not 
work as hard (Magee & Langner, 2008). Therefore, the use of, amongst other behaviors, 
punishment might occur as a result of distrust (Mooijman et al., 2015). This might also 
explain the marginally significant correlation with anger, as punishment is often used for 
influencing other peoples’ behaviors (Mooijman et al., 2015). One such a punishment tactic 
could be the showing of anger, which is also a influencing tactic (Ostell, 1996; Fitness, 2000). 
Furthermore, anger in itself is a sign of disinhibited behavior (Tiedens et al., 2000; Keltner et 
al., 2003).  
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  Punishment is an influencing tactic, and the use of this tactic might be due to a 
personalized power motivation, in which a power holder has a need to influence others for 
one’s own benefits (McLelland & Wilsnack, 1972). In line with this personalized power 
motivation, a correlation was found between disinhibited behavior and the feeling of being 
able to control others, but not for feelings of responsibility over others.  
 Moreover, Kipnis (1972) showed that the possession of power facilitates a cognitive 
and perceptual system for justifying one’s use of power (Kipnis, 1972). In line with these 
findings a correlation between disinhibited behavior and self-affirmation was found. The 
finding indicates that disinhibited behavior is justified by means of self-affirmations.  
  Furthermore, as power holders do not need an accurate, nor a comprehensive 
understanding of others for the attainment of valuable resources, the negative correlation 
between disinhibited behavior and perspective taking seems logical (Fiske, 1993; Galinsky et 
al., 2006). 
  The second hypothesis stated that individuals with power would describe self-serving 
actions. This hypothesis was supported, but the intensity in which egoistic behavior occurred 
was quite low.  
  Disinhibited behavior showed a significant positive correlation with egoistic behavior. 
This indicates that indeed those high in power are not only inclined to take action, but that 
these actions are primarily benefitting the power holder (McLelland & Wilsnack, 1972). 
Therefore, it seems logical that a positive correlation with feelings of control over one’s own 
outcomes was found; if one takes action to influence one’s own outcomes and is successful, 
this success might function as a feedback mechanism on how well one is controlling one’s 
own outcomes.  
  Furthermore, in order to further justify one’s egoistic behavior, one might derogate the 
less powerful by feelings of envy toward them. This derogation may create a positive 
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psychological distinction between the power holder and those lower in power (Huici, 1984; 
Fiske, 1993; Keltner et al., 2003). 
  However, contradictory to this, a negative correlation was found with feelings of 
responsibility over others. This responsibility toward others might be explained by a 
socialized power motivation, which is characterized by a need to influence others, for the 
others’ benefits (Winter, 1973; Winter & Stewart, 1978). Therefore, it may be concluded that 
there is indeed a distinction in power motivation exists (i.e. personalized and socialized) 
(Winter, 1973).  
Power and cognition 
   Power does not only have an effect on behavior, but also on cognition. As was shown 
above, certain behavior may require a certain kind of justification (Kipnis, 1972). Therefore, 
the hypothesis was drawn up, stating that power holders legitimize the system in which one is 
operating (Lane, 1962; Miller & Porter, 1983; Jost & Banaji, 1994). In other words, 
legitimacy moderates the effects of power and thus it was expected that power holders in this 
study would also describe legitimizing thoughts and beliefs. Legitimizing thought and beliefs 
were found in this research, but at a fairly low intensity.  
  Legitimizing descriptions correlated positively with self-affirmations. So it seems that 
perhaps a power holder needs to first legitimize their powerful position in order to exert their 
power, and subsequently needs to justify this use of power by self-affirmations (Jost & 
Banaji, 1994; Lammers, Galinsky, Gordijn, & Otten, 2008; Fast & Chen, 2009). This might 
also explain that those who engage in self-affirmation, showed less anger, and that those who 
legitimized their power showed more happiness and less envy. As self-affirmation may lead 
to a justification of the status quo within the hierarchy in which one is in possession of power, 
less anger might be present due to a decrease in feelings of incompetence (Jost & Banaji, 
1994; Fast & Chen, 2009). Furthermore, if a powerholder succeeds in legitimizing one’s 
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power, this means that one can operate in line with their own thoughts and beliefs. In other 
words, a powerholder can take action from a personalized power motivation (Chen et al., 
2001). In this case a reduction of cognitive dissonance, leads to consonance, and thus 
happiness (albeit at low levels) (Festinger, 1962). Moreover, in order to justify the system in 
which one is operating  legitimizing the hierarchy is also likely to derogate those lower in 
power within the same system one is operating, which explain the relationship with envy 
(Quist & Resendez, 2002). 
  Results showed that those high in power also take perspective of the thoughts, beliefs 
and/or situations of others. Those taking perspective showed feelings of responsibility toward 
others and less disinhibited behavior. So, one could also say those with a socialized power 
motivation, which may be expressed by feelings of responsibility toward others, are more 
likely to take perspective, in order to reach other-oriented goals (Chen et al., 2001; Magee & 
Langner, 2008). This perspective-taking and, and thus not being able to act in accordance 
with self-oriented goals, seems to make powerholders less happy. 
  On the opposite end, power holder experienced more feelings of envy in this study. 
Envy showed a positive correlation with egoistic behavior, which seems to be in line with 
consonance, in which one experiences internal consistency amongst one’s behviors, attitudes, 
believes and behaviors (Festinger, 1962). In this case, feeling envious toward others, will 
allow the power holder to display egoistic behavior, and consequently achieve self-oriented 
goals (Chen et al., 2001). Feelings of envy showed a positive correlation with both anger and 
distrust. This seems logical, as anger and distrust are in itself emotions/cognitions in line with 
envy (Parrot, 1991).  
  Besides a need for legitimizing one’s actions arriving from one’s powerposition, 
individuals with power also have a motivation to maintain their power-position (Anderson & 
Brion, 2014). As power-holders take less perspective, they use their own thoughts and beliefs 
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as a refference point for other (Magee, Kilduff, & Heath, 2011). Therefore, power-holders 
may believe that other desire their power-position as much as the power holder might desire 
it., explaining feelings of distrust toward others. Furthermore, the powerful feel responsible 
for being in the position they are in (e.g. they worked hard to get in that position) (Magee et 
al., 2011). Therefore, powerholders may distrust those lower in power to work just as hard 
and might thus rely on punishment and rewards (Magee & Langner, 2008) (Mooijman et al., 
2015). 
  As mentioned, the motivation for obtaining power can be divided into two types; 
socialized and personalized power motivation (Winter, 1973; Winter & Stewart, 1978). In 
order to test whether this distinction occurs, both feelings of control over one’s own outcomes 
as well as feelings of control of others people’s outcomes were screened for. Bot effects were 
found, albeit at a fairly low level, suggesting that such a distinction in motivation exits.  
Interestingly though, both control over oneself as control over others correlated with 
eachother, suggesting that both socialized and personalized power motivation might occur 
together. A distinction might therefore still exist, but may still operate at the same time. 
Further research may focus on this distinction and perhaps show two motivations at the same 
time are necessary for the need to obtain power.  
New power -effects 
  A personalized power motivation may exist in combination with a socialized power 
motivation, as opposed to a distinction (as proposed by Winter, 1973; Winter & Stewart, 
1978). In line with this suggestion, support was found for the hypotheses that powerholders 
feel a sense of responsibility for their own outcomes, as well as for other people’s outcomes.  
  Feelings of responsibility for one’s own outcomes showed a correlation with feelings 
of distrust toward others. This seems quite logical, as powerholders may distrust others to 
work just as hard as the powerholder feels he/she did in order to reach goals, either 
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organizational goals, goals of the powerholders, or goals of the subordinate (Magee et al., 
2011).  
  However, in this case responsibility for onseself and for others did not correlate, and 
this might be explained by levels of perspective taking. Those feeling responsible for one’s 
own outcomes, did not show perspective taking, whereas those feeling responsible for other 
people’s outcome, did show perspective taking. The direction of this relation is unclear 
though. The logical explanation seems that if a powerholder takes perspective of the thoughts, 
beliefs and/or situations of others, they will also feel more responsible for other people’s 
outcomes (Chen et al., 2001; Magee & Langner, 2008). However, it may also be the case that 
those feelings responsible for other people, are more likely to also take perspective of others.  
  Those with feelings of responsibility toward others showed less egoistic behavior, 
which might be logically explained from a concern for other people’s outcomes (Winter, 
1973; Winter & Stewart, 1978). This might be different accros different situations however. A 
lay-perspective may be that one will feel more responsibility over children than over 
subordinates.  
  Also, a marginally significant negative correlation was found with envy. This could be 
explained by the fact that those with power have control over other people’s outcomes. 
According to the deservingness theory (Feather, 1991), it depends on the attribution of 
responsibility whether one is seen to be deserving of one’s own outcomes. In this case, the 
less the powerholder feels responsible over other people and their outcomes, the more 
deserving one is seen for their outcomes, resultin in feelings of envy (Feather, 1991). 
However, as ‘deservingness’ was not a variable in the present study, it is unclear whether this 
deservingness plays a role in feelings of envy when the power holder feels responsibility over 
others. Therefore, future research might study this.    
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  It was also expected that feelings of responsibility over others would correlate with 
feelings of accountability. Support for this hypothesis was not found. However, accountability 
was found in the present study. It seems as though responsibility over others and feelings of 
accountability are two different phenomena. As accountability correlated significantly with 
anxiety, it may be that accountability is more self-focused than other focused. Accountability 
can be seen as a form of control of those in power to hold up to their own actions (Monks & 
Minow, 1999). This may destabilize one’s powerful position, as this places a powerholder in 
the same position as the powerless, in which one is one the other end of the spectrum of the 
social distance (Magee & Smith, 2013), suddenly forcing them to make a comprehensive 
representation of others and situations (Fiske, 1993)  and suddenly becoming dependent on 
others for resources (i.e. their power) (Galinsky et al., 2006). It seems logical that this 
evaluation of others of one’s own actions may lead to feelings of anxiety. However, this 
would mean that those feeling accountable also feel less powerful. As there was no scale for 
how powerful one felt, future research may focus on the relation between accountability and 
how powerful one feels.  
Power and Emotions 
  In the previous sections, the correlations with the studied emotions (i.e. anxiety, 
sadness, happiness and anger) have already been discussed. All emotions occurred at a 
significant level in the present study. Anxiety and sadness were expected to occur not at all or 
at low levels, and indeed, low levels were described. Happiness and anger were expected at 
high levels, but also occurred at low levels. This may be explained however by the limitiation 
of this study in which temotions were described, but not rated by the participants, leaving the 
researchers to interpret the intensity of emotions. This leads to an implication for the research 
method of letting participants write down  a situation in which one experienced power. The 
suggestion following from the present research is that, when using the power-prime, 
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researcher should not only ask participants to describe the situation and the thoughts and 
feelings this brought about, but also having participants rate the intensity of their power, 
thoughts and feelings. This will enable researchers to acount for the intensity within their 
research, leading to more thorough conclusions about found effects.  
Personal Sense of Power 
  During the screening of the power-prime essays, there were three phenomena that 
were described often, but not mentioned in previous research. The phenomena that were 
found were 1) feelings of guilt, 2) feelings of pride, and 3) external attribution.  
  The description of feelings of guilt is quite surprising, as those higher in power are 
often seen as people free to act as they please (Galinsky et al., 2006). However, feelings of 
guilt place powerful people in a different perspective, making them more ‘human’. One 
explanation might be that when one feels they have too much power, feelings of guilt arise 
(Kemper, 1978). Therefore, again a weakness of this study is that the way the power-prime is 
constructed, does not allow for making any statements of the intensity of the power 
experienced by participants. This may also explain the lack of any correlations of guilt with 
other variables.  
 Feelings of pride may be less surprising. Study has already shown that those higher in 
power experience more positive emotions (Watson & Clark, 1997; Keltner et al., 2003). 
However, positive mood is often described as happiness and this may not cover very 
thoroughly the spectrum of positive feelings experienced by those high in power. Therefore, it 
is recommended to differentiatie positive feelings more thoroughly into separate variables and 
replicate research that focused on postive emotions in powerholders. This notion is supported 
by the fact that pride did not correlate with any other variable, suggesting that pride is a 
separate entity indeed. 
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  External attribution in this study refers to powerholders attributing their behavior to 
others, a situation, or their power-position. It was found that power holders significantly often 
used descriptions such as “I had to”, “my powerful position forced me to take this action”, or 
“They brought it on their selves”. This is surprising, as often power holders are ascribed 
certain predispositions which allowed them to come into the powerful position they are in (i.e. 
higher competence) (Bass, 2008). The finding that apparently power holders ascribe their 
actions outside themselves may be an ego-defensive reaction (Fast & Chen, 2009), allowing 
the power holder to be able to ‘live with oneself’. The positive correlation with anxiety 
supports this thought. 
 Interestingly, external attribution correlated with feelings of responsibility over one’s 
own outcomes. As mentioned before, those feeling responsible for one’s own outcomes, did 
not show perspective taking. This may therefore lead to external attribution. Therefore, 
external attribution may operate as an umbrella for ego-defense, allowing the power holder to 
cope with their power. Further research on this external attribution is recommended, as it may 
shed a light on why power holder act as they do, fitting all findings into one concrete term.  
General discussion 
  A lot of research on power is done in certain settings, mainly within organizations 
(e.g. Fast & Chen, 2009;Anderson & Brion, 2014). This study, however, shows a lot of 
different settings in which individuals felt powerful, and this might explain the low intensity 
in which phenomena occurred. Therefore, it may be interesting to conduct research on power 
in any of the situation described in this study, other than an organizational setting. Studying 
power-phenomena in different setting may shed a new light on the effects of power.   
  Furthermore, an explanation for the low intensities in which the variables occurred, 
may be a lack of finding the right words for describing the thoughts and feelings one 
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experienced. When asking participants to write down their thoughts and feelings, one is is 
dependent on the vocabulary of the participant 
  Another explanation for the low intensity of the found phenomena, might be social 
desirability (Fischer, 1993). While writing the essay on one’s experience of power, the 
participant may be aware of the fact that the researcher will be reading this. Therefore, one’s 
description of certain thoughts and feelings may be described less extreme than they actually 
were.  
  However, contrary to previous research in which power holders are often displayed as 
individuals doing as they please due to a lack of social constriction, this study might just place 
power holders in a more human light. For example, power holders showed feelings of guilt, 
implying that power holders might not just do as they please, but are in fact balancing 
between their powerful position and their personality.  
This leads to two implications for the research method of using the writing of essays 
about one’s experience with power as a power prime.  
First, when using the power-prime, participants should not only be asked to describe 
the situation, their thoughts and their feelings, but also asked to rate the intensity of their 
experience of power, as well as their thoughts and feelings. This will enable future research to 
account for intensity of the prime. 
Second, when asking participants to describe their thoughts and feelings, researcher 
might consider providing the participant with a list of words describing the entire spectrum of 
emotions and thoughts one might have.
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Appendix A 
Example of Question and Answer in a Power-prime 
Example Question 
First we would like you to describe a situation from your own life in which you were in 
charge of/had power over others. By this we mean a situation in which you had the 
opportunity to control others, lead others, judge others, or in which you were able to decide to 
which extent the other/others, got what they would like to have. Please describe how these 
events proceeded, how you felt, and what you were thinking while you were in charge of/had 
power over others. 
 
Example Story 
“ I was responsible for a group of seven students who were meant to prepare and set up a 
venue for a concert. The goal of the activity was to raise money to support a local charity. 
Getting the group to be motivated and work under pressure, since we had very little time was 
not an easy task. 
Being the leader of the group, I felt responsible for the outcome of the event and that made me 
worry quite a bit.  
Owing to the fact that most of the group members were intrinsically motivated to participate, 
it turned out fine at the very end and we raised a substantial amount. This made me feel very 
confident about my leadership style, capabilities and execution.” 
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Appendix B 
Definitions of Variables searched for in Essays 
Variable Definition Variable Definition 
Essay 
indication 
Name of researcher + essay number + Initials 
student. 
Accountability 
Whether or not one is in some way required to 
explain actions or decision to someone. 
Powerful  
Does someone have power or not, based on the 
introduction of the essay. 
Legitimacy  
Whether or not one feels they have the right to 
their actions or decisions. 
Situation In what situation someone is powerful. 
Self-
affirmation  
Whether or not one explains away their own 
actions or decisions. 
Egoistic 
Behavior 
Places own interests or that of one's job-position 
above the interests of another. 
Happiness Whether or not one feels pleasure or contentment. 
Perspective 
Taking 
Whether or not the power holder explains another's 
perspective, or describes another's situation.  
Anxiety Whether or not one feels distressed. 
Disinhibited 
Behavior 
Whether someone takes action (from their power 
position). 
Anger 
Whether or not one feels strong annoyance, 
displeasure, or hostility. 
POWER IS IN THE EYE OF THE HOLDER 45 
Distrust  
Whether or not the powerholder shows distrust 
toward another person.  
Envy  Whether or not one feels resentful toward another. 
Control Others 
Whether or not one feels they have control over 
others/other people's outcomes. 
Sadness  Whether or not one feels unhappy. 
Control Self 
Whether or not one feels they have control over 
their own outcomes/situations. 
Guilt* 
Whether or not one feels they have done wrong or 
failed. 
Responsibility 
Others 
Whether or not one feels responsible for other 
people's outcomes. 
Pride* 
Whether or not one experiences pleasure or 
satisfaction from own actions, decisions or 
achievements. 
Responsibility 
Self 
Whether or not one feels responsible for their own 
outcomes. 
External 
Attribution* 
Whether or not one attributes their behavior to 
others, a situation, or their power-position. 
Note. Words accompanied by an asterisk (*) are effects of power found after first screening of essays. 
 
